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proficiency and 7,424 exempted for disabilities. Test results in this 
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comprehension was slightly below the national average in grade 4, but 
well above the national averages in grades 7 and 10, even though 
these scores were slightly below those for Arizona students in the 
preceding school year. Scores for language usage and expression were 
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No comparisons were possible in grade 10 since a statewide language 
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Statewide Report 



Arizona Pupil Achievement Testing 
1995-96 School Year 



Introduction 



This is the sixteenth year of the Arizona Pupil 
Achievement Testing Program which is administered to 
fulfill the requirements of Arizona Revised Statutes 
Section 15-741 through Section 15-744. This legislation 
mandates that a nationally standardized nornwefer- 
enced achievement testing program in the subjects of 
reading, grammar, and mathematics be adopted and 
implemented for use in Arizona schools. The legislation 
exempts the testing of pupils with specified disabilities 
and allows the governing board of a school district to 
exempt pupils who are limited English proficient (LEP) 
for up to three consecutive school years. 



For the 1995-96 school year, the Arizona State Board of Education mandated 
testing at grades 4, 7, and 10. Under contract with The Riverside Publishing 
Company, the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) were administered at grades 4 
and 7 and the Tests of Achievement and Proficiency (TAP) at grade 10. Test 
scores are reported by subject, subtest, and skill at the pupil and classroom 
levels. Aggregated scores are provided for the school, district, county, and state 
levels. 

A total of 156,339 Arizona pupils in grades 4, 7, and 10 were tested during the 
fall of 1995 under the mandated statewide achievement testing program. A 
total of 6,235 pupils who were LEP were exempted from testing as were 7,424 
disabled pupils. The test results in this report are based on the performance of 
the tested pupils for grades 4, 7, and 10 who were enrolled in 1,148 schools in 
254 districts statewide. 

This report briefly describes the tests, subtests, test scores, and reports that 
f ulfill the requirements of the legislation as implemented by the Arizona 
Department of Education. It summarizes the fall 1995 Arizona statewide 
results by grade and across grades. Discussions of pupil achievement strengths 
and weaknesses by grade level and demographic characteristics are included. 



Description of Tests 



The ITBS and TAP are nationally standardized achievement tests. A standardized test is 
one that has been administered using specific instructions under specific testing conditions to 
a representative sample of pupils from across the nation. The scores that result from this 
controlled test administration become the norms that may be used to compare the 
performance of an individual pupil or groups of pupils with that of pupils and groups of the 
same age and grade across the nation. The scores of Arizona pupils in 1995 are compared to 
the norms of the 1987-88 national standardization of the ITBS and TAP. 

The 1995 testing program required the administration of selected subtests contained in the 
ITBS and TAP batteries. These subtests are indicated in Table 1. Tables 2 and 3 indicate 
the number of items for each subtest on the ITBS and TAP, respectively. 



Table 1 

Subtests Administered 
ITBS and TAP 
1995 



ITBS 


Vocabulary (V) 


Grades 4 and 7 


Reading Comprehension (R) 




Language Usage and Expression (L-4) 




Mathematics Problem Solving (M-2) 


TAP 


Reading Comprehension 


Grade 10 


Mathematics 



Table 2 

Number of Items by Subtest for Grades 4 and 7 
Iowa Tests of Basic Skills 
1995 



Subtest 


Grade 4 


Grade 7 


Vocabulary (V) 


36 


41 


Reading Comprehension (R) 


49 


57 


Language Usage and Expression (L-4) 


36 


43 


Mathematics Problem Solving (M-2) 


26 


30 




8 



2 



Table 3 

Number of Items by Subtest for Grade 10 
Tests of Achievement and Proficiency 
1995 



Subtest 


Grade 10 


Reading Comprehension 


58 


Mathematics 


48 



Demographic Information 



The following five variables were collected for each pupil during the test administration: 

• Sex 

• Primary Language 

• Limited English Proficient (LEP) in Programs by Model 

• Racial/Ethnic Background 

• Continuous Number of Years Enrolled in the District 

The collection of this information makes possible the analysis of test results for specified groups 
of pupils. Information on the variables of Sex, Primary Language, and Racial/Ethnic Back- 
ground is reported in the following tables: 

Grade 4: Table 6, Page 20 

Grade 7: Table 8, Page 23 

Grade 10: Table 10, Page 26 
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Description of Reports 

The results of the Arizona Pupil Achievement Testing program are reported at six levels: 

• Pupil 

• Classroom 

• School 

• District 

• County 

• State 



Pupil 



Two sets of reports are produced for each pupil in grades 4 and 7: 
Individual Performance Profile and Pupil Home Report. 

Individual Performance Profile. The report is designed for use by the 
classroom teacher and describes each pupils performance by skill, subject, 
and subtest. 

Pupil Home Report. This report presents test results to parents and 
guardians. The narrative portion explains the numeric scores to the 
parent. A graphic display identifies the pupil's strengths and weaknesses. 

For the grade 10 pupils, the Individual Performance Profile is 
distributed to classroom teachers and to parents. 



Classroom 



Two reports are provided which list individual pupil scores in classroom 
groupings: Classroom Report and Classroom Performance Profile. 

Classroom Report. This report lists each pupil's test scores. It can be 
used to compare pupil and total class performance with that of the norm 
group. Individual pupil and class strengths and weaknesses are identified. 

Classroom Performance Profile. This report lists pupil performance by 
sub test and identifies pupil strengths and weaknesses. 
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School 



Three reports are produced for each school: School Report, Building 
Performance Profile, and Analysis of Variables Report. The School 
Report and Building Performance Profile are similar to the classroom 
reports in concept, format, and function. These two reports list teachers 
within a school and the average scores earned by their classes. 

The Analysis of Variables Report displays the subtest results schoolwide 
by grade for each of the five demographic variables: 

• Sex 

Male 

Female 

• Primary Language 

English 

Spanish 

Spanish Exclusively 
Navajo 

Navajo Exclusively 
Other 

Other Exclusively 

• Limited English Proficient (LEP) in Programs by Model 

Transitional Bilingual IC-6 
Secondary Bilingual 7-12 
Bilingual/Bicultural K— 12 
English as a Second Language (ESL) 

Individual Education Program 

• Racial/Ethnic Background 

White (not of Hispanic origin) 

Black (not of Hispanic origin) 

Hispanic 

American Indian or Alaskan Native 
Asian or Pacific Islander 

• Continuous Number of Years Enrolled in the District 

Less than 1 

1 but less than 2 

2 but less than 4 
4 but less than 6 
6 but less than 8 
8 but less than 10 
10 to 12 

More than 12 
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Five reports are produced for each district: 



District 



County 



State 



0 




• District Report 

• District Skills Report 

• Analysis of Variables Report 

• District Summary Report 

• Frequency Distribution of Percentiles 

The District Report and District Skills Report parallel those described 
in the previous sections except that score averages are listed by school. 

The Analysis of Variables Report provides a districtwide analysis of each 
variable by grade. 

The Frequency Distribution of Percentiles displays the c um ulative 
percentage of Arizona pupils achieving at each national percentile rank. 



The District Summary Report displays the district’s score averages by 
subtest and subject together with the county, state, and national averages. 



Five reports are produced for each county. These are similar to those 
described in the district section above except that district data are 
aggregated to their respective county level. 



Five reports are also produced for the state. Once again, these reports are 
similar to the district report descriptions given above but with district data 
aggregated to the state level. 
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Description of Reported Scores 

Four types of scores are used to report the test results presented in the Statewide Report: 

• Scale Score 

• Grade Equivalent 

• Percentile Rank 

• Stanine 

Scale Score and Grade Equivalent are examples of developmental scores. Developmental scores 
are used when comparisons of pupil performance within a reference group, such as groupings by 
grade or age, are required or desired. 

Percentile Rank and Stanine are status scores. They allow us to compare the relative status or 
rank of a pupil’s performance within a given group of pupils, such as a class, district, state, or 
nation. 



The Developmental Standard Scores (DSS) for ITBS and TAP generally 
range from approximately 1 to 300. They are continuous across all levels 
and forms of a specific test. Since they are built on equal-interval scales, the 
magnitude of a given difference between two scores represents the same 
amount of difference in performance wherever it occurs on the scale; i.e., the 
difference between DSS scores of 50 and 55 represents the same amount of 
difference as between DSS scores of 160 and 165. 



When using scale scores one should expect higher scores as well as greater 
variability among scores from grade to grade. It is important to point out 
that while DSS scores are equivalent across forms and levels of the same 
test they are not equivalent from one subject to another. It is possible to 
meaningfully compare scale scores for Reading Comprehension from grade 7 
to grade 10 but not to compare scale scores for Reading Comprehension to 
Scale Scores those for Written Expression. The major use of scale scores is to measure 

(Developmental) achievement growth from grade to grade or from year to year. 



The DSS scores for ITBS and TAP are linked to form continuous scales for 
grades K-12 as follows. The ITBS and TAP scores for Mathematics are not 
comparable. The ITBS scores are for Mathematics Problem Solving; the 
TAP scores include Mathematics Problem Solving, Concepts, and 
Computation. 



ITBS 

Reading Comprehension 
(Levels 7-14) 
Language Total 
(Levels 7-14) 
Mathematics Total 
(Levels 7-14) 

Work Study Total 
(Levels 7-14) 
Complete Composite 
(Levels 7-14) 



TAP 

Reading Comprehension 
(Levels 15-18) 

Written Expression 
(Levels 15-18) 
Mathematics 

(Levels 15-18) 

Using Sources of Information 
(Levels 15-18) 

Basic Composite 
(Levels 15-18) 



Grade 

Equivalents 

(Developmental) 



Percentile Ranks 
(Status) 



A grade-equivalent score (GE) represents the typical performance of pupils 
tested in a given month of the school year. For example, a grade equivalent 
of 53 represents the score achieved by the median pupil in fifth grade after 
three months of instruction. On the ITBS , GEs range from PO 
(prekindergarten) to 139. GEs on the TAP extend above 139. These 
extensions should be considered similar to a scale score, which permits 
growth comparisons to be made, rather than representing a median level of 
instruction. 

The GE should be regarded as an estimate of where a pupil is along a 
developmental continuum but not where the pupil should be placed in the 
graded organization of the school. For example, a third grader taking a third 
grade mathematics subtest might earn a GE of 59. This means that this 
third grade pupil scored as well as an average pupil in the ninth month of the 
fifth grade would score on the third grade test. This score is above average 
for third grade but does not mean that the pupil is capable of doing fifth 
grade work successfully. 



A percentile rank (PR) indicates a pupil's status relative to other pupils in a 
defined norm group. They range from 1 to 99 and give the percentage of 
pupils in the norm group who achieve lower scores. Thus, if a pupil receives 
a PR of 63 it means that 63 percent of the pupils in the norm group scored 
lower than this particular pupil. PRs have no interpretive meaning in 
themselves. They must always be used in conjunction with the norm group. 
Most often the norm group is the group of pupils in a given grade that were 
part of the national standardization group. 

PRs are not built on equal interval scales and so the difference between a PR 
of 10 and a PR of 15 is not the same as the difference between PRs of 50 and 
55 in terms of pupil ability. Another way of saying this is that the PR scale is 
nonlinear. For example, a DSS of 130 may be associated with a PR of 17 
while a DSS of 140 on the same test may be associated with a PR of 20 (10 
points difference on DSS = 3 points difference on PR). However, a DSS of 120 
may be associated with a PR of 63 while a DSS of 130 on the same test may 
be associated with a PR of 80 (10 points difference on DSS = 17 points 
difference of PR). 

Two types of percentile ranks are reported for the 1995 Arizona Pupil 
Achievement Testing program: individual PRs and group PRs. Individual 
percentile ranks were reported for individual pupils on class lists returned to 
the schools. They are also used for the group data (sex, primary language, 
racial/ethnic, etc.) reported for analyses of variables. Both individual and 
group percentile ranks are reported for class, building, and district 
summaries returned to school districts. Group percentile ranks may be used 
to report total state achievement summaries and comparisons with national 
averages. 



When interpreting percentile rank data, it is important to keep in mind the 
characteristic differences of the individual PRs and the group PRs. First, 
individual PRs are developed from the distribution of individual pupil scores 
in the standardization sample. Group PRs, as the name implies, are derived 
from the distributions of averages of schools in the standardization sample. 
Remember that group distributions will tend to have a narrower range than 
individual distributions because each school average score is always higher 
than the lowest pupil score and lower than the highest pupil score. 

Second, the distribution of individual percentile ranks is much larger than 
the distribution of group percentile ranks because each group contains many 
individuals. For these reasons, the distributions of group PRs are much less 
variable the distributions of individual PRs. The relationship between 
pupil and group percentile ranks is shown in the table that follows. The 
data in this table are based on Reading Comprehension, Grade 7, 1988 ITBS 
fall norms. 



Percentile Rank 
(Status) cont. 



Pupil or Average 
GE Score 


Pupil PR 


Group PR 


103 


95 


99 


83 


71 


86 


77 


60 


66 


72 


50 


44 


66 


39 


22 


56 


21 


3 


48 


10 


1 



Stanines 

(Status) 



Stanines are normalized standard scores with a mean of 5, a standard 
deviation of 2, and range from 1 to 9. Stanines may be regarded as rather 
broad groupings of percentile ranks as shown in the table that follows: 



PRs 


Stanine 


96 and up 


9 


89-95 


8 


77-88 


7 


60-76 


6 


40-59 


5 


23-39 


4 


11-22 


3 


4-10 


2 


less than 4 


1 



Unlike PRs, stanines are approximately equal-interval scores. This means 
that the difference between stanines 2 and 4 represents about the same 
difference in ability as the difference between stanines 5 and 7. This 
property allows stanines to identify broad performance categories as follows: 
stanines 1, 2, and 3 indicate below average performance; stanines 4, 5, and 6 
indicate average performance; and stanines 7, 8, and 9 represent above 
average performance. 



Exemptions from Statewide Testing 



Conditions under which pupils may be exempted from the statewide testing program are 
specified in Arizona Revised Statutes Section 15-744 as fisted below: 

1. Pupils who are limited English proficient (LEP) may be exempted for up to three years. 

2. Pupils who are disabled as defined in the categories below and whose individual 
educational plans state that parts or all of the testing requirement would be detrimental 
to the pupil may be exempted from the testing requirement: 



• Mild Mental Retardation 

• Moderate Mental Retardation 

• Severe Mental Retardation 

• Emotional Disability 

• Specific Learning Disability 

• Multiple Disabilities 

• Autism 

• Visually Impaired 

• Hearing Impaired 

• Orthopedically Impaired 

• Speech/Language Impaired 

• Traumatic Brain Injury 

• Other Health Impaired 



The governing board of a school district may exempt pupils from testing if they are LEP and are 
enrolled in an instructional program as prescribed by A.R.S. Section 15-754 from the nationally 
standardized norm-referenced achievement testing requirement not to exceed three consecutive 
years. The first year of the exemption is the first academic year in which the pupil is enrolled 
in a school district in this state in grade two or above. The instructional program for limited 
English proficient pupils who are exempt from the nationally standardized norm-referenced 
achievement testing requirement as provided in this subsection shall include an alternative 
assessment of achievement to be administered annually pursuant to standards prescribed by 
the state board. 

School districts shall annually report the number of pupils, by category and by grade level, 
which were exempted as provided in this section to the Department of Education. The 
Department shall include this information in their annual report to the Legislature pursuant to 
Section 15-743. 

At the request of a pupil’s parent or guardian, the governing board of a school district shall 
administer any test required by this Article to pupils exempted from the testing requirement 
pursuant to this Section. Test results for these pupils shall not be included in the summary 
results of tests prescribed in Section 15-743, but individual results shall be sent to the school 
and to the parent or guardian. 

In fall 1995, a total of 6,235 pupils who were classified LEP were exempted from the statewide 
testing program. The primary language of 94.9 percent of these pupils is Spanish. 
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The numbers of first-, second-, and third-year LEP exempted pupils are provided in the fol- 
lowing table. This table also lists the number of pupils in disabled categories, by grade level, 
who were exempted from the testing requirement. 



Table 4 

Number of Exempted Pupils 
1995 



Category 


Grade 4 


Grade 7 


Grade 10 


Total 


Language 


3,786 


1,432 


1,017 


6,235 


1st Year-Spanish 


1,073 


698 


647 


2,418 


1st Year-Other 


56 


38 


61 


155 


2nd Year-Spanish 


1,058 


417 


189 


1,664 


2nd Year-Other 


35 


20 


32 


87 


3rd Year-Spanish 


1,511 


246 


81 


1,838 


3rd Year-Other 


53 


13 


7 


73 


Disabled 


3,163 


2,529 


1,732 


7,424 


Mild Mental Retardation 


284 


268 


260 


812 


Moderate Mental Retardation 


92 


94 


129 


315 


Severe Mental Retardation 


10 


14 


5 


29 


Emotional Disability 


174 


220 


158 


552 


Specific Learning Disability 


2,184 


1,714 


1,004 


4,902 


Multiple Disabilities 


63 


54 


67 


184 


Autism 


17 


9 


8 


34 


Visually Impaired 


9 


14 


3 


26 


Hearing Impaired 


28 


24 


21 


73 


Orthopedically Impaired 


15 


19 


11 


45 


Speech/Language Impaired 


263 


78 


45 


386 


Traumatic Brain Injury 


7 


3 


9 


19 


Other Health Impaired 


17 


18 


12 


47 
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Summary of Statewide Performance Across Grades 



The ITBS and TAP were used in the 1995 Arizona Pupil Achievement Testing program. The 
ITBS was administered in grades 4 and 7, and TAP in grade 10. 

The norms used in fall 1995 were based on national pupil performance in the 1987-88 school 
year. 

When comparing Arizona average scores across years or with national norms, it is important 
to remember that small score differences may not always indicate meaningful differences in 
achievement. For example, the degree of variability in the scores at any grade level or 
location in the distribution may have a large impact on the interpretation to be placed on 
observed score differences. 

Figures 1, 2, and 3 graphically compare Arizona statewide grade-equivalent averages in 
Reading, Language, and Mathematics with national averages. Comparisons are also made 
with Arizona averages obtained in 1992, 1993, and 1994. 

Figure 1 shows that Arizona average pupil performance in Reading Comprehension is 
slightly below the national average in grade 4, but well above the national averages for 
grades 7 and 10. The 1995 average Reading Comprehension scores for grades 4, 7, and 10 
are slightly lower than the 1994 scores. 

Figure 2 shows that the 1995 average scores in Language Usage and Expression are below 
the national average in grade 4, but well above the national average in grade 7. The 1995 
Arizona grade 4 average score in Language is well above that reported for 1992 and 1993 and 
about the same as 1994. The 1995 Arizona average for grade 7 is about the same as averages 
for the previous two years. No comparisons are available for grade 10 because a statewide 
language test was not administered in that grade. 

As shown in Figure 3, Arizona averages for mathematics exceed national averages for grades 
4 and 7, but the grade 10 average falls shy of the national mark. The 1994 and 1995 grade 4 
Mathematics averages are the same, which is the highest score reported for this comparison 
period. The averages for grades 7 and 10 fall slightly below those reported for 1994. 




13 



Mean GE Scores 



Figure 1 



Reading Comprehension 

Mean Grade-Equivalent Scores for Arizona Pupils 
in Grades 4, 7, and 10 and for the National Norms Groups 
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Mean GE Scores 



Figure 2 



Language Usage and Expression 
Mean Grade-Equivalent Scores for Arizona Pupils 
in Grades 4 and 7 and for the National Norms Groups 
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Figure 3 

Grades 4 and 7 Mathematics Problem Solving 

Grades 10 Mathematics 

Mean Grade-Equivalent Scores for Arizona Pupils 
and for the National Norms Groups 
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Summary of Statewide Achievement by Grade 



The pages that follow present discussions of pupil performance by grade for grades 4, 7, and 10. 
For each grade, strengths and weaknesses based on average percentile-rank scores are 
discussed. For grades 4, 7, and 10, achievement gains are reviewed based on scores obtained on 
the same subtests in the 1992-95 test administrations. 

Each discussion is augmented by a graph and two tables. The first table reports: 

• Average scores for the 1995 grade groups and the national norms groups using 
national percentile ranks for individual pupils. 

• Average scores for the 1995 grade groups and the national norms groups using 
national percentile ranks for groups (schools). 

These tables can be found on the following pages: 

Grade 4: Table 5, Page 19 

Grade 7: Table 7, Page 22 

Grade 10: Table 9, Page 25 

The second table provides analyses of scores by the following group variables: 

• Sex 

• Primary Language 

• Race/Ethnicity 



These tables can be found on the following pages: 
Grade 4: Table 6, Page 20 
Grade 7: Table 8, Page 23 
Grade 10: Table 10, Page 26 
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Grade 4 



Strengths and Weaknesses. The 1995 average grade-equivalent score in Mathematics 
Problem Solving is above the national average. The grade-equivalent scores in Vocabulary, 
Reading Comprehension and Language Usage and Expression are below national averages. 
Average grade-equivalent scores range from 39.5 in Vocabulary to 41.6 in Mathematics. The 
national percentile ranks for these scores are 43 and 49, respectively. 

Achievement Gain. The 1995 average percentile rank scores in Language and 
Mathematics are the same as those reported for the previous year, while those reported for 
Vocabulary and Reading Comprehension are one point lower. The Mathematics score for 
both 1994 and 1995 is the highest reported for the comparison period. 



Figure 4 

Comparative Performance for Grade 4 
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Table 5 

Comparisons of Arizona Averages and ITBS 1988 National Norms 

Grade 4 
1995 

Individual Norms 





National Norms 


Arizona Averages 




Grade 


Percentile 


Stanine 


Grade 


Percentile 


Stanine 




Equivalent 


Rank a 




Equivalent 


Rank b 




Vocabulary 


40.8 


46 


5 


39.5 


43 


5 


Reading 

Comprehension 


41.5 


48 


5 


41.0 


47 


5 


Language Usage 
and Expression 


41.5 


49 


5 


40.6 


48 


5 


Mathematics 
Problem Solving 


40.7 


46 


5 


41.6 


49 


5 



a Percentile ranks are for individuals. Percentile ranks for national values have been interpolated. 

b Percentile ranks for state averages have been obtained by rounding average grade equivalents to the nearest whole number and 
converting them to percentile ranks from a conversion table. 



Group Norms 





National Norms 


Arizona Averages 




Grade 


Percentile 


Stanine 


Grade 


Percentile 


Stanine 




Equivalent 


Rank a 




Equivalent 


Rank b 




Vocabulary 


40.8 


37 


4 


39.5 


31 


4 


Reading 

Comprehension 


41.5 


40 


5 


41.0 


37 


4 


Language Usage 
and Expression 


41.5 


43 


5 


40.6 


38 


4 


Mathematics 
Problem Solving 


40.7 


41 


5 


41.6 


47 


5 



a Percentile ranks are for group averages. Percentile ranks for national values have been interpolated. 

b Percentile ranks for state averages have been obtained by rounding average grade equivalents to the nearest whole number and 
converting them to percentile ranks from a conversion table. 
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Table 6 

Analysis of Variables 
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Grade 7 



Strengths and Weaknesses. The 1995 grade 7 group scored well above the national 
averages for Reading Comprehension, Language Usage and Expression, and Mathematics 
Problem Solving, and below the national average in Vocabulary. The percentile -rank score 
for Vocabulary is two units below the national average, while percentile -rank scores exceed 
the national average for the other three tests by three to five units. State average grade- 
equivalent scores range from 69.3 in Vocabulary to 73.2 in Language. 

Achievement Gain. The 1995 grade 7 group scored at the same average level in 
Mathematics Problem Solving as did the 1994 group. They scored averages on the 
Vocabulary and Language Usage and Expression that are one percentile rank below the 
marks for the previous year’s group. The Reading average score is two percentile ranks 
lower than the 1994 group’s score. 



Figure 5 

Comparative Performance for Grade 7 
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Table 7 

Comparisons of Arizona Averages and ITBS 1988 National Norms Averages 

Grade 7 
1995 



Individual Norms 







National Norms 




Arizona Averages 






Grade 

Equivalent 


Percentile 

Rank a 


Stanine 


Grade 

Equivalent 


Percentile 

Rank b 


Stanine 


Vocabulary 

Reading 


70.0 


46 


5 


69.3 


44 


5 


Comprehension 
Language Usage 


70.8 


48 


5 


72.6 


51 


5 


and Expression 
Mathematics 


70.4 


48 


5 


73.2 


52 


5 


Problem Solving 


69.8 


46 


5 


72.1 


51 


5 



“Percentile ranks are for individuals. Percentile ranks for national values have been interpolated. 

b Percentile ranks for state averages have been obtained by rounding average grade equivalents to the nearest whole number and 
converting them to percentile ranks from a conversion table. 



Group Norms 





National Norms 


Arizona Averages 




Grade 


Percentile 


Stanine 


Grade 


Percentile 


Stanine 




Equivalent 


Rank a 




Equivalent Rank b 




Vocabulary 


70.0 


37 


4 


69.3 


34 


4 


Reading 

Comprehension 


70.8 


39 


4 


72.6 


47 


5 


Language Usage 
and Expression 
Mathematics 


70.4 


40 


5 


73.2 


50 


5 


Problem Solving 


69.8 


43 


5 


72.1 


54 


5 



“Percentile ranks are for group averages. Percentile ranks for national values have been interpolated. 

b Percentile ranks for state averages have been obtained by rounding average grade equivalents to the nearest whole number and 
converting them to percentile ranks from a conversion table. 
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Grade 10 



Strengths and Weaknesses. Arizona state averages in tenth grade are above the national 
average in Reading Comprehension and below the national average in Mathematics. The 
average national percentile ranks are 51 and 45, respectively. 

Achievement Gain. The 1995 Arizona tenth-grade group scored the same in Reading 
Comprehension as the 1993 and 1994 tenth-grade groups. They scored two percentile rank 
units lower in Mathematics than the 1994 tenth-grade group. 



Figure 6 

Comparative Performance for Grade 10 
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Table 9 

Comparisons of Arizona Averages and ITBS 1988 National Norms Averages 

Grade 10 
1995 



Individual Norms 





National Norms 


Arizona Averages 




Grade 


Percentile 


Stanine 


Grade 


Percentile 


Stanine 




Equivalent 


Rank a 




Equivalent 


Rank b 




Reading 

Comprehension 


105.7 


47 


5 


108.4 


51 


5 


Mathematics 


107.6 


48 


5 


106.1 


45 


5 



a Percentile ranks are for individuals. Percentile ranks for national values have been interpolated. 

b Percentile ranks for state averages have been obtained by rounding average grade equivalents to the nearest whole 
number and converting them to percentile ranks from a conversion table. 



Group Norms 





National Norms 


Arizona Averages 




Grade 


Percentile 


Stanine 


Grade 


Percentile 


Stanine 




Equivalent 


Rank a 




Equivalent 


Rank b 




Reading 

Comprehension 


105.7 


42 


5 


108.4 


50 


5 


Mathematics 


107.6 


47 


5 


106.1 


40 


4 



a Percentile ranks are for group averages. Percentile ranks for national values have been interpolated. 
b Percentile ranks for state averages have been obtained by rounding average grade equivalents to the nearest whole 
number and converting them to percentile ranks from a conversion table. 
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Table 10 

Analysis of Variables 
Grade 10 
1995 



in 

co 





CO 



Based on individual norms. 



General Summary of Findings 



Arizona pupils tested in the fall 1995 Arizona Pupil Achievement Testing program collec- 
tively scored in the average ranges in reading, language, and mathematics. In general, they 
performed at about the same level of achievement as average pupils in the same grades 
across the nation during the 1987-88 school year. 

• Average reading scores for females were higher than those 
for males at all three grade levels. The differences were 
one month higher at grade 4, two months at grade 7, and 
six months at grade 10. 

• A similar pattern was found for the language tests at 

Gender grades 4 and 7, where females scored three months and five 

months higher respectively. 

• However, in mathematics, boys outscored girls by one 
month at grade 4, two months at grade 7, and five months 
at grade 10. 



Racial/Ethnic 



Scores were disaggregated according to racial/ethnic classifications 
designated on the answer sheets. These classifications, along with 
the percentages of tested students belonging to each group, are 
reported below: 



White 


52% 


Black 


4% 


Hispanic 


23% 


American Indian or Alaskan 


6% 


Asian or Pacific Islander 


2% 


No Response 


14% 



The White and Asian/Pacific Islander groups scored above national 
averages on all tests at all three grade levels. Averages for the other 
groups were below national averages. 
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Statewide 

Achievement 



• Arizona pupils scored in the average stanine range in all 
subject areas at all three grade levels. 

• Reading Comprehension performance was slightly below the 
national average in grade 4, and well above the national 
averages in grades 7 and 10. 

• Average performance on Language Usage and Expression 
was below the national average in grade 4, but above the 
national average in grade 7. 

• Average performance on the mathematics subtests was 
above the national averages in grades 4 and 7, but below 
the national average in grade 10. 

• Females tended to outscore males at all grade levels in 
Reading Comprehension and Language Usage and 
Expression. Males tended to outscore females in 
mathematics at all grade levels. 

• The White and Asian/Pacific Islander groups scored above 
the national averages on all tests at all grade levels. 
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Appendices 



Arizona Pupil Achievement Testing 
1995-96 School Year 



Contents 



This is the sixteenth year of the Arizona Pupil Achievement Testing program which is 
administered to fulfill the requirements of Arizona Revised Statutes Section 15-741 through 
Section 15—744. This legislation mandates that a nationally standardized norm-referenced 
achievement testing program in the subjects of reading, grammar, and mathematics be 
adopted and implemented for use in Arizona schools. 

To f ulfill these legislative requirements for the 1995-96 school year, the Arizona State Board 
of Education mandated testing at grades 4, 7, and 10. Under contract with The Riverside 
Pubhshing Company, the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) were administered at grades 4 
and 7 and the Tests of Achievement and Proficiency (TAP) at grade 10. 

The following table indicates the subtests of the ITBS and the TAP which were administered 
to f ulfill the requirements of the Arizona Pupil Achievement Testing program. 



Mandated 

Subject 


Grade 


Test/Subtest 


Reading 


4,7 


JTBS/Reading Comprehension 




10 


TAP/Reading Comprehension 


Language 


4,7 


ITBS/Language Usage and Expression 




10 


No language subtest was administered at grade 10 


Mathematics 


4,7 


ZTBS/Mathematics Problem Solving 




10 


TAPI Mathematics 



The fall 1995 Percentile Ranks (PR) for each of the required subtests in the testing program 
are developed from the distribution of individual pupil scores. On the ITBS , PRs for individ- 
uals are derived from the mean Grade Equivalent (GE). On the TAP, the PRs for individ- 
uals are derived from the mean Developmental Standard Score (DSS). 





Fall 1995 PRs for 
Individuals for Required 
Subjects 


Pages 


Appendix A 


Reading 


1A-53A 


Appendix B 


Language 


1B-53B 


Appendix C 


Mathematics 


1C-53C 
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Percentile Ranks for Individuals 
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Grades 4 and 7 Grade 10 

Iowa Tests of Basic Skills Tests of Achievement and 

Proficiency 



Reading Comprehension 



Reading Comprehension 
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